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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 6, 10-12, 15, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 



As per claim 6, the term "prone to error" in claim 6 line 3 is a relative term which renders 
the claim indefinite. The term "prone to error" is not defined by the claim, the specification does 
not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. The office's rationale for viewing 
the term "prone to error" as relative term is such that, depending on different systems and/or 
standards of measuring the probability of software/program errors, it is possible to define "prone 
to error" software components as those that have a 50%, 75%, or 99% inclination toward being 
erroneous. Furthermore, a 99% "prone to error" software component as defined in one system or 
standard of measurement might not be in compliance with a different system or standard of 
measurement in which a "prone to error" software component is defined as that which has a 
99.99% inclination toward being erroneous. For compact prosecution of the claims, the office has 
interpreted the term "prone to error" as to mean having 1 or more errors. 



As per claim 10, it recites the limitation "the one or more functions" in line 1-2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For compact prosecution of the 
claims, the office has interpreted the limitation "the one or more functions" as referring to the 
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limitation "the one or more software components" recited in line 8 of claim 1 . "the one or more 
functions", hereinafter, will be interpreted as "the one or more software components". 

As per claim 1 1 , it is also rejected under 35 U.S.C 112 second paragraph as claim 
depending on rejected base claim 10. 

As per claim 12, it recites the limitation "the current version of the file" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

As per claim 15, the term "certain level of priority" in claim 6 line 3 is a relative term which 
renders the claim indefinite. The term "certain level of priority" is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. The 
office's rationale for viewing the term "certain level of priority" as relative term is such that, 
depending on different systems and/or standards of measuring software/program errors, it is 
possible to mark the "certain level of priority" at level 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, or 9 on a 1 to 10 level priority 
scale. Furthermore, the "certain level of priority" (e.g., defined at level 9) in one system or 
standard of measurement might not be in compliance with a different system or standard of 
measurement in which a "certain level of priority" is marked at level 9.5. For compact prosecution 
of the claims, the office has interpreted limitation "certain level of priority" [errors] to refer to errors 
that are most frequently encountered and must be corrected. 

As per claim 24, it recites the limitation "the method" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For compact prosecution of the claims, the office 
has interpreted the limitation "the method" as referring to the limitation "apparatus" recited in line 
1 of claim 24. "the method" in claim 24, hereinafter, will be interpreted as "the apparatus". 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the Invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects 
for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-3, 6, 16, and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Chung 
et a!. (US 6745348), hereinafter Chung et a/.. 

As per claim 1, Chung etal. teach a method (e.g., see Abstract), apparatus (e.g., see 
FIG.1 & associated text) comprising a processor (e.g., see CPU 10 FIG.1 & associated text) a 
memory (e.g., see RAM 14, disk units 20 FIG.1 & associated text), and a computer-readable 
medium storing instructions (e.g., col.4:27~32, see application 42 FIG.1 & associated text) for 
automatically generating data regarding errors in a software system (e.g., see Abstract), the 
software system including one or more software components (e.g., see 301 A, source file 311 A, 
301 B, 301C FIG. 3 & associated text), the method comprising: 

o obtaining/examining contents of one or more files (e.g., see Table 1 col. 6:1 0-26) indicating 
one or more errors (i.e., file history/record of one or more errors) (e.g., see Errors col. 6:12- 
25) in the software system to determine one or more of the software components/source files 
prone to or responsible for the errors (e.g., see Component col. 6:12-25) and a number of the 
errors attributed to each of the software components determined to be responsible for the 
errors (e.g., see 203 FIG. 2 & associated text, see Errors col. 6: 12-25); and 

o determining a size of the one or more software components responsible for the errors (e.g., 
number of lines of code col.2:1-4, see 201 FIG. 2 & associated text, see Lines of Code 
Scanned col.6:1 1-25). 
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As per claim 2, Chung et al teach the method as recited in claim 1 , further comprising 
correlating the size (e.g., number of lines of code col.2:1-4, see 201 FIG.2 & associated text, see 
Lines of Code Scanned col. 6:1 1-25) of the determined software components (e.g., see 
Component col.6: 12-25) with the number of errors attributed to the determined software 
components (e.g., see 203 FIG.2 & associated text, see Errors col.6:12-25), thereby enabling 
data indicating a probability of errors (e.g., see 204 FIG.2 & associated text, col.6:45-56) 
occurring during execution (e.g., col.1 .15-21 , see internationalization faults/errors col. 1:58-60) of 
a set of software components to be generated from the determined size of the software 
components determined to be responsible for the errors and the number of the errors attributed to 
each of the software components determined to be responsible for the errors (e.g., see FIG.2 & 
associated text). 

As per claims 3, 6, and 16, they recite limitations which have been addressed in claim 2, 
therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 2. 

Claim 22 recites a computer-readable medium version of the method addressed in claim 
1 , therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 1 . 

Claims 23 and 24 recite an apparatus version of the method addressed in claim 1 , 
therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
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a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 4-5, and 15, rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chung et al. 
further in view of Ruhlen et al. (US 6665824), hereinafter, Ruhlen et al.. 

As per claim 4, Chung et al. teach the method as applied to claim 3. Chung et al. do not 
expressly disclose the contents of one or more files examined further indicating one or more 
source code modifications made in response to the errors. However, Ruhlen et al. disclose a 
method for tracking/ counting errors which occur during the execution of the software 
components (e.g., col. 1:15-18, col. 1:23-28, see failure reporting executable 230 FIG. 2 & 
associated text) in a software system including one or more software components (e.g., col.4:10- 
13), storing the modifications (i.e., source code changes) made in response to the errors (e.g., 
col.3:63-67),in a file (e.g., see repository 235 FIG. 2 & associated text, col. 2:1 1-13). Chung et al. 
and Ruhlen et al. are analogous art since they're both directed to tracking and counting the 
number of errors occurred in a software system. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to modify the teaching of Chung et al. 
with that of Ruhlen et al. to include tracking and storing modifications made in response to the 
errors. And the motivation for doing so would have been to minimize the time and cost of error 
query processing as conventionally performed by a computer program, thus improving the 
technique for locating of errors in a software system and improve the handling of error queries 
and technical support in an environment where the software system is distributed and used by a 
large number of clients. 

As per claim 5, Ruhlen et al. (or the modified Chung et al.) teach the method as applied 
to claim 4, wherein determining from the one or more files one or more of the software 
components responsible for the errors comprises: determining from the source code 
modifications/changes (e.g., see application version number, module version number col. 6:66- 
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col.7:3, see "10.0.2310.1", "10.0.2312. 1" col.7:10-25) one or more software components modified 
(e.g., see application program name, module name col.6:66-col.7:3, see "winword.exe", "mso.dll" 
col. 7:10-25) to correct the errors (e.g., see failing instruction's instruction pointer col. 6:66-col.7:3, 
see "Obcd 1 234" co\. 7 \ 10-25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent 
art at the time the invention was made combine the teachings and the motivation for doing so 
would have been that which has been as applied to claim 4. 

As per claim 1 5, Chung et al. teach the method as applied to claim 1 . Chung et al. do not 
expressly disclose the errors exceed a certain level of priority. However, Ruhlen et al. disclose 
errors which exceed a certain level of priority (e.g., col.8:3~7, see 312 FIG. 3 & associated text). ). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention 
was made combine the teachings and the motivation for doing so would have been that which 
has been as applied to claim 4. 

7. Claims 7-9, and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chung et 
al. as modified by Ruhlen et al. further in view of Leung (US 67691 14), hereinafter, Leung. 

As per claim 7, Ruhlen et al. (the modified Chung et al.) teach the method as applied to 
claim 1, wherein examining contents of one or more files indicating one or more errors in the 
software system comprises generating a list of one or more errors corresponding to source code 
changes (see claim 4). The combined teaching (Chung et al. & Ruhlen et a/.), hereinafter 
referred to as C2, do not expressly disclose generating a list of one or more files associated with 
successful attempts to correct the errors. However, Leung discloses a method (e.g., see 
Abstract) of tracking/associating errors (e.g., col. 6:25-41) with modifications (i.e., versions, files, 
source code changes) (e.g., see software modifications col.3:25-29, see second version col.9:20- 
23, col. 12:58-61) and associating modifications with successful attempts (e.g., see previous 
passed integration tests col. 3:25-29, col.9:20-23) to correct the errors (e.g., col. 1:19-23, see 
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interface error col. 9:27-28, see sequence error col.9:31 -32, col. 12:62-64, col. 1 1:1-6). C2 and 
Leung are analogous art since they're both directed at tracking errors in a software system. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was 
made modify the teaching of C2 with that of Leung to include the associating of modifications with 
successful attempts to correct the errors. And the motivation for doing so would have been to 
monitor the modifications of software components and prevent them from invalidating previous 
tested and passed versions (i.e., successful attempts to correct errors/defects) of the software 
components. 

As per claims 8-9, 13-14, they recite limitations which have been addressed in claims 4 
and 7, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claims 4 and 7. 

8. Claims 10-12, 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chung et al. 
as modified by Ruhlen et al. further in view Hanson (US 5946493), hereinafter Hanson. 

As per claim 10, Ruhlen et al. (the modified Chung et al.) teach the method of claim 1 
wherein determining a size of the one or more software components responsible for the errors 
comprises determining a section of code modified (i.e., modifications, versions) to fix an error 
(see claim 5). The combined teaching of Chung et al. and Ruhlen et al. (C2) do not expressly 
disclose determining start and end lines of a section of code. However, Hanson discloses a 
method (e.g., see Abstract) for determining the start (e.g., see first line 112 FIG.3A & associated 
text) and end lines (e.g., see last annotated line 1 16 FIG.3A & associated text) of a section of 
code (e.g., see FIG.2A, 2B, 2D & associated text), matching one or more line numbers 
associated with source code against compiled information (e.g., see 101 FIG.3A & associated 
text) associated with the source code (e.g., see 106 FIG.3A & associated text, col.1 :32-36, 
col.1 :53-58), converting the start (e.g., see [10] FIG.2A & associated text) and end lines (e.g., see 
[12] FIG.2A & associated text) of a section of source code to the start (e.g., see 28 FIG.2B & 
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associated text) and end lines of a current version (e.g., see 40 F1G.2B & associated text, see 
object code col.1 :32-36) of a file (e.g., see 108 FIG.3A & associated text). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made modify the 
teaching of C2 with that of Hanson to include determining the start and end lines for a section of 
code modified to fix an error, matching line numbers associated with the modified source code 
against compiled information associated with the source code and converting the start and end 
lines of a section of code to the start and end lines of a current version of a file. And the 
motivation for doing so would have been to generate a listing associating/mapping the object 
code (compiled) instructions with the source code instructions which can be used to debug the 
program, investigate performance problems, and improve the analysis of the quality of the 
compiled object code. 



As per claims 11-12, 17-19, and 21, they recite limitations which have been addressed in 
claims 5 and 10, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claims 5 and 10. 



As per claim 20, Hanson (the modified C2) teach the method of comparing information 
associated with a source code to determine one or more line numbers associated with the 
modified source code (e.g., see 108 FIG.3A & associated text). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of Hanson and C2 and the motivation for doing so would have been that which has 
been applied to claim 10. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure: 
o Method for error identification in a program interface, Smith et al. (US 5761510) 
o Service installation on a base function and provision of a pass function with a service-free 
base function semantic, Hunt (US 6546553) 
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o Method and system for associating related errors in a computer system, Ben-Natan et al. 
(US 5740354) 

o Dynamic microcode for embedded processors, Siska (US 6263429) 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Chrystine Pham whose telephone number is 703.605.1219. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on 703.305.4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



***After October 25, 2004, examiner can be reached at new telephone number (571) 272-3702, and the 
examiner's supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3694. 



Chrystine Pham 

Examiner 

GAU2122 




TUAN DAM f 
3UPKWSSOHY PATENT EXAMWER 



